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The  following  little  work  was  occasioned  by 
'having  noticed  the  objections  of  some  people 
to  one  particular  branch  of  parental  christian 
duty,  and  by  which  they  seemed  to  feel  justi- 
fied in  their  neglect :  bat  which  objections, 
notwithstanding  the  reliance  placed  upon  them, 
appeared  to  the  writer  of  little  weight,  and 
that  they  might  all  be  easily  answered.  The 
arguments  which  are  the  sole  support  of  some 
practices  in  the  religious  world  and  the  ob- 
jections to  others,  lie  out  on  the  surface,  and 
more  than  their  whole  weight  is  felf  at 
once  by  persons  who  are  at  no  trouble  to  ex- 
amine the  subject.  The  writer  has  thought 
that  the  arguments  in  support  of  the  christian 
duty,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  following 
pages,  would  appear  satisfactory  and  unanswer- 
1* 
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able  to  any  one  who  would  give  himself  time 
for  candid  investigation,  and  that  the  objec- 
tions to  it  when  scrutinized,  mostly  vanish, 
though  often  urged  with  a  great  measure  of 
confidence.  Much  has  been  written  upon  this 
subject  very  ably,  and  which,  with  the  best  in- 
formed portion  of  the  christian  public,  entirely 
supersedes  the  necessity  of  any  thing  further. 
But,  perhaps,  something  more  brief  and  fami- 
liar, and  brought  down  to  the  capacity  of  all 
classes  of  people,  and  something  which  will 
meet  all  the  little  popular  objections,  which 
are  at  times  urged  with  more  or  less  success 
against  this  particular  branch  of  parental  duty, 
may  subserve  the  prosperity  of  the  church. 
The  writer  indulges  the  hope  that  the  following 
pages  will  in  some  good  measure  answer  this 
purpose.  It  has  been  written  in  the  form  of  a 
conversation  rather  to  present  the  subject  in  a 
dress  different  from  what  is  customary  and  in 
a  form  more  inviting,  than  for  any  other  pur- 
pose of  greater  importance. 
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PART  I. 

I.  May  I  use  the  freedom,  sir,  to  inquire 
into  the  present  state  of  your  mind  ? 

U.  I  entertain  a  trembling  hope  that  I  have 
become  interested  in  Christ. 

I.  Have  you  ever  received  baptism  ? 

U.  I  have  :  my  parents  were  pious,  and  when 
they  united  with  the  church,  they  dedicated 
their  children  to  God  in  baptism. 

I.  Do  you  feel  satisfied  with  such  a  baptism 
as  this  ? 

U.  I  see  no  reason  why  I  should  not ;  do 
you,  sir? 

The  Baptism  of  children  not  their  own  act. 

I.  I  think  I  do.     It  was  not  your  own  act. 

U.  Be  sure,  it  was  not  my  act,  that  I  was 
dedicated  to  God  by  my  believing  parents. 
It  was  their  duty  to  do  it,  and  my  privilege  to 
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have  it  done  by  those  who  cared  for  my  soul. 
I  then  received  the  token  of  dedication  as 
much,  as  if  I  had  been  an  adult.  And  in  now 
giving  up  my  heart  to  God,  I  dedicate  myself, 
the  great  end  for  which  I  was  dedicated  by  my 
parents.  And  I  see  no  propriety  in  receiving 
the  token  of  dedication  a  second  time.  There 
is  no  necessity  that  a  covenant,  or  any  legal 
instrument,  be  sealed  but  once. 

parents  can  act  for  their  children. 

I.  I  believe  that  parents  cannot  act  for  their 
children. 

U.  They  cannot  repent,  believe  and  obey  for 
their  children,  besure.  But  there  is  much 
for  them  to  do  for  their  children,  respecting 
their  salvation  ;  and  one  thing  is,  that  they  pray 
for  them  ;  another  is,  that  they  dedicate  them 
to  God  and  thus  ask  the  church  to  pray  for 
them;  and  another  still,  that  they  train  them 
up  to  be  his  children.  You  will  not  question 
the  correctness  of  what  Moses  said  and  did,  as 
recorded  in  Deut.  xxix.  Ye  stand  this  day  all 
of  you  before  the  Lord  your  God :  your  little 
ones  and  your  wives,  that  thou  shouldst  enter 
into  covenant  with  the  Lord  thy  God, — which 
he  maketh  with  thee  this  day :    that  he  may 
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establish  thee  to  day  for  a  people  unto  himself. 
For  the  Lord  to  be  their  God,  and  for  them  to 
be  established  as  his  people,  includes  all  that 
the  covenant  of  grace  includes.  The  little 
ones  could  not  act  for  themselves  in  this  con- 
cern ;  and  still  the  covenant  was  established 
with  them  through  their  parents  who  acted  for 
them.  Accordingly  these  little  ones  and  all 
who  had  been  born  in  the  wilderness,  a  few 
days  after,  received  the  token  of  the  covenant. 
This  agrees  with  what  the  Apostle  said  to  the 
multitude  on  the  day  of  Pentecost ;  "  Repent 
and  be  baptized  every  one  of  you,  &c.  for  the 
promise  is  unto  you  and  your  children,  and  to 
all  that  are  afar  off,  even  as  many  as  the  Lord 
our  God  shall  call."  Why  does  he  say,  the 
promise  is  to  your  children  1  Ans.  He  was  ad- 
dressing the  Jews,  and  here  tells  them  that 
under  the  new  dispensation  the  same  privileges 
belonged  to  their  children,  as  when  they  were 
circumcised,  and  the  great  promise  of  the 
covenant,  was  as  much  to  them  and  their  chil- 
dren as  ever ;  and  not  only  to  them,  but  also 
to  the  Gentiles  and  their  children. 

Believe  and  he  baptized. 

I.  The  inspired  direction  is  this,   "  Believe 
and  be  baptized." 
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IL  There  is  no  such  direction  in  the  bible. 
Our  Lord  made  the  declaration,  "  He  that  be- 
lieveth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved."  So 
the  Apostles  said  to  the  Jailor,  "  Believe  on 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  thou  shalt  be  saved, 
and  thy  house."  But  it  is  neither  said  nor 
implied,  that  every  one  must  believe,  in  order 
to  be  baptized.  It  is  only  asserted,  that 
the  believer  shall  be  saved,  and  that  he  ought 
to  be  a  subject  of  baptism,  the  newly  instituted 
token  of  the  covenant.  But  have  these  words 
of  inspiration  either  from  Christ  or  the  apostles, 
any  relation  to  children  ? 

I.  No ;  to  adults  only-—-to  Jews  and  Gentiles 
who  had  believed,  but  had  never  received 
baptism. 

U.  We  should  all  say  the  same.  God  virtu- 
ally said  to  Abraham,  '  you  believe,  therefore 
be  circumcised  and  €ircumcise  your  house- 
hold. '  But  if  the  declaration  of  Christ  to 
which  you  allude  had  no  relation  to  children, 
how  does  it  prove  any  thing  respecting  chil- 
dren;  either  that  they  ought,  or  ought  not,  to 
be  baptized  ?  That  which  proves  that  adult 
believers  ought  to  be  baptized,  is  no  proof  that 
children  ought  not  to  be.  Arguments  which 
prove  the  sun  to  be  round,  do  not  prove  thg 
earth  to  be  square. 
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When  the  apostles  received  their  commission 
from  Christ  to  preach  the  gospel  to  every  crea- 
ture and  to  baptize  in  the  name  of  the  Father, 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  not  a  single  individual  of 
of  the  human  family  had  ever  received  christian 
baptism.  Christ  did  not  tell  them  to  exclude 
the  children  of  believers  from  the  ordinance. 
And  how  could  he,  since  he  encouraged  be- 
lievers to  bring  their  children  to  him,  and  since 
he  laid  his  hands  on  them  and  blessed  them, 
and  thus  showed  that  they  both  needed  his 
blessing  and  were  proper  subjects  of  it  ?  He 
also  declared  that  "  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of 
heaven."  If  by  the  kingdom  of  heaven  he 
meant  the  christian  church,  the  point  is  settled 
that  they  are  to  be  baptized  and  stand  in  a  pe- 
culiar relation  to  the  church — if  by  it,  be  meant 
the  kingdom  of  glory,  then  it  proves  that 
children  may  be  as  proper  subjects  of  chris- 
tian baptism  as  adults.  "  He  that  believeth 
and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved,  and  he  that 
believeth  not  shall  be  damned."  If  you  will 
exclude  children  from  baptism  for  the  want  of 
faith,  you  must  also  exclude  them  from  heaven 
for  the  same  reason.  If  Christ  meant  here  to 
teach  us  that  adults  only  are  to  be  baptized, 
then  he  must  have  meant  to  teach  us  that  adults 
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only  are  to  be  saved.  The  Apostles  in  obey- 
ing the  command  of  Christ  to  teach  all  na- 
tions, baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  sacred 
Trinity,  baptized  both  believing  adults  and 
their  households. 

The  Apostles  baptized  the  households  of  believ- 
ers. 

I.  Where  do  you  have  any  account  of  their 
baptizing  the  children  of  believers?  You  may 
suppose  that  households  include  children ;  but 
in  many  of  them  we  find  no  children,  at  least, 
one  in  eight  or  ten. 

U.  Be  it  so :  then  in  any  instance  where  the 
Apostles  baptized  the  household  of  a  believer, 
there  are  eight  chances  to  one,  that  there 
were  children  in  that  household,  according  to 
your  own  statement.  In  the  Acts  of  the  Apos^- 
ties  there  are  three  instances  of  this  sort; 
the  Jailor,  Lydia  and  Stephanus.  So  that 
there  are  twenty-four  chances  to  one,  that  in 
some  one  of  these  households,  there  were  chil- 
dren ;  and  eight  chances  to  one  that  they  all 
had  children ;  because  there  is  not  more  than 
one  to  eight  or  ten  households  that  had  no 
children.  Where  we  cannot  arrive  at  certainty, 
we  must  see  what  is  probable.     Three  indivi- 
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duals  are  named,  heads  of  so  many  families, 
who  believed  on  Christ,  and  received  baptism 
from  the  Apostles,  together  with  their  house- 
holds. The  inquiry  is,  'What  is  the  probabi- 
lity that  there  were  children  in  these  families  V 
And  I  say,  the  probability  that  there  were  chil- 
dren in  some  one  of  these  families,  is  twenty- 
four  times  greater,  than  that  there  were  not; 
or  as  twenty-four  to  one. 

I.  In  the  case  of  Lydia  and  Stephanus  there  is 
no  intimation  that  any  one  in  their  households 
believed.  Lydia  was  a  native  of  Thyatira,  but 
had  a  house  and  lived  in  Philippi,  and  was 
probably  a  widow.  When  she  believed,  she 
was  "  baptized  and  her  household."  But  the 
Jailor  is  said  to  have  "  rejoiced,  believing  in 
God,  with  all  his  house. "  All  his  house  be- 
lieved in  God. 

U.  The  original  word  translated  believing, 
is  singular,  and  must  therefore  agree  with  he, 
the  jailor 9i  and  not  with  all  his,  as  you  suppose. 
No  one  but  the  jailor  is  then  said  to  have  be- 
lieved ;  and  that  believing,  he  rejoiced  with  all 
his  house,  or  in  the  midst  of  his  family,  on 
account  of  the  wonderful  scenes  which  had 
just  passed, — the  preservation  of  his  life,  the 
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safety  of  the  prisoners,  and  the  happy  state  of 
the  jailor's  mind. 

St.  Paul  went  on  the  Sabbath  to  a  house  of 
prayer  and  taught  a  little  assembly  of  women ; 
and  one  of  them  was  converted.  There  is  no 
intimation  that  any  but  women  attended  this 
meeting,  or  that  even  Lydia's  household  were 
there,  or  that  any  other  person  but  Lydia  was 
converted.  It  would  be  very  remarkable, 
if  a  whole  household  and  no  one  else  at  the 
meeting,  should  have  been  converted  by  one 
sermon.  But  you  would  make  it  so,  both  in 
respect  to  Lydia  and  the  jailor.  No  heart  was 
opened  but  Lydia's — no  one  inquired  what  he 
should  do  to  be  saved,  but  the  jailor.  On  his 
believing,  he  was  baptized  the  same  hour  of  the 
night,  "  and  all  his  straightway."  It  is  really 
surprising,  if  they  all  became  christians ;  and 
more  so  still,  that  no  mention  is  made  of  it. 
The  conversion  of  Lydia  was  a  fact  sufficiently 
important  to  be  recorded,  and  so  was  that  of  the 
jailor.  But  as  you  would  have  it,  these  whole 
households  were  converted,  which  indeed  is  ^ 
much  more  interesting  event,  and  still  it  is  not 
so  much  as  alluded  to.  You  know,  sir,  that 
this  is  perfectly  incredible.  You  have  no 
evidence,  and  have  no  right  to  say,  that  any 
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other,  but  the  head  of  each  of  these  families, 
believed  on  Christ. 

Must  Faith  precede  Baptism  ? 

I.  But  I  insist,  that  faith  is  before  baptism. 
"  He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized  shall  be 
saved,"  &c.  If  you  could  find  baptism  put 
before  conversion,  I  might  give  up  this  argu- 
ment. 

U.  I  will  attempt  it.  "  Except  a  man  be  born 
of  water  and  of  the  Spirit  he  cannot  see  the 
kingdom  of  God."  Being  born  of  water  you 
know,  is  water  baptism  ;  and  is  put  before 
conversion.  On  your  own  principle  then,  I 
might  say,  that  every  person  ought  to  be  bap- 
tized  before  he  is  converted.  My  argument 
would  be  as  weighty  as  yours.  But  the  fact  is, 
that  neither  yours  nor  mine,  has  the  weight  of 
a  feather.  They  do  not  touch  the  case  of  chil- 
dren, and  therefore  prove  nothing   about  them. 

I.  You  have  mentioned  something  now  I 
never  before  thought  of;  but  you  will  proceed, 
for  I  wish  more  fully  to  understand  this  sub- 
ject. 

The  children  of  believers  not  unclean. 
U.  Look  then  to  the  vii.  chap,  of  1st  Cor. 
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where  the  Apostle  says,  "  The  unbelieving 
husband  is  sanctified  by  the  wife,  and  the  un- 
believing wife  is  sanctified  by  the  husband  ; 
else  were  your  children  unclean,  but  now  are 
they  holy"  What  does  this  mean?  The  Apos- 
tle asserts  that  something  is  true  of  these  chil- 
dren which  would  not  be  true,  were  both  the 
parents  unbelievers. 

I.  Some  suppose,  that  if  neither  of  the  pa- 
rents were  a  believer,  the  children  would  be 
illegitimate. 

U.  Is  it  then  a  fact,  that  children  born  of  un- 
believing parents  are  for  that  reason  all  illegiti- 
mate ?  Do  you  consider  all  your  own  children 
illegitimate  which  were  born  before  you  or 
your  wife  embraced  religion  ?  Had  you  mar- 
ried an  infidel  or  a  heathen,  would  your  chil- 
dren have  been  illegitimate? 

I.  What  then  is  the  meaning  of  the  Apostle? 

U.  Whether  born  of  believing  or  -zmbeliev- 
ing  parents,  our  offspring  are  by  nature  chil- 
dren of  disobedience — unholy.  That  which 
was  fit  to  be  offered  to  God  was  accounted  holy. 
Thus  certain  beasts,  sacrifices  and  persons, 
were  said  "to  be  clean,  or  holy,  and  others  to 
be  unclean.  So  if  children  have  one  believing 
parent,  they  are  to  be  considered  clean,  i.  e. 
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proper  persons  to  be  dedicated  to  God  in  bap- 
tism— set  apart  to  be  his  children,  trained  up 
for  him  ;  holy  in  a  relative  sense. 

I.  Perhaps  it  is  so — it  is  a  difficult  passage 
to  explain  in  accordance  with  my  views  of  bap- 
tism. But  does  not  every  christian  parent  in 
heart  dedicate  his  children  to  God? 

The  true    christian    dedicates  his    children    to 
God. 

U.  Yes — if  he  dedicate  himself,  he  will  not 
withhold  his  children.  And  to  put  upon  them 
a  token,  or  sign,  of  their  dedication,  when  in 
heart  they  have  been  dedicated,  seems  very 
proper,  though  some  think  it  wrong.  The 
wrong  of  any  transaction,  you  know,  does  not 
consist  in  the  visible  sign  of  it,  so  much  as  in 
its  nature. 

I.  Yes,  principally  in  its  nature. 

U.  Now  dedicating  your  children  to  God  as 
an  act  of  the  heart  is  what  you  profess  to  do ; 
and  baptism  is  only  the  appointed  sign  of  that 
act.  So  that  upon  your  own  principle,  you 
commit  some  part  of  the  sin  in  this  matter,  if 
sin  it  be,  that  we  do.  You  dedicate  your  chil- 
dren to  God,  you  say — here  is  the  act.  We 
do  the  same.  We  do  it  with  a  visible  sign  of 
2* 
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dedication  divinely  instituted,  as  we  say ; 
and  yon  do  it  without  such  a  sign.  The  sin 
you  say,  is  principally  in  the  nature  of  the 
act,  and  not  in  the  sign  of  that  act.  You 
do  the  act  in  heart,  even  that  which  is  signi- 
fied by  baptism;  and  we  do  the  same,  only 
express  it  by  a  visible  sign.  So  that  if  there 
be  wrong  in  the  matter,  you  secretly  commit  a 
part  of  that  wrong  that  we  do,  only  omit  the 
outward  sign  of  it.  Some  have  considered  it 
a  profanation  of  baptism  to  apply  it  to  such 
polluted  creatures  as  our  unsanctified  children. 
What  an  affront  to  God  then,  must  it  be,  to 
heartily  dedicate  these  polluted  things  to  his 
holy  Majesty  ?  Which  is  the  most  sacred,  the 
ordinance  of  God,  or  God  himself?  And  you 
say  that  every  christian  parent  dedicates  his 
children  to  God,  as  an  act  of  his  heart.  Here 
then  is  a  part  of  the  sin,  if  there  be  any ;  and 
not  wholly  in  giving  them  baptism,  the  visible 
token  of  their  dedication.  If  it  is  proper  and 
right  to  dedicate  them  to  God  in  heart,  it  must 
be  right  to  put  on  them  the  sign  of  it.  And  if 
you  really  dedicate' them  to  God,  why  withhold 
the  sign  of  such  dedication  ? 

I.  If  you  are  correct  in  these  remarks,  then 
we  do  the  best  half  of  our  duty  to  our  children 
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in  dedicating  them  in  heart  to  God,  though  we 
dispense  with  having  them  baptized. 

U.  I  acknowledge,  that  if  you  truly  dedicate 
your  children  to  God  and  faithfully  train  them 
for  him,  though  you  deny  them  baptism,  you 
feetter  discharge  your  duty,  than  the  person 
who  has  his  children  baptized,  but  neglects 
to  train  them  in  the  fear  of  the  Lord.  IBut 
then  they  ought  to  receive  the  sign  of  dedica- 
tion. '  This  you  ought  to  do,  and  not  leave 
the  other  undone.'  We  should  endeavor  to 
perform  our  whole  duty. 

The  sign  of  dedication  belongs  equally  to  the 
child  and  the  believing  parent. 

I.  It  is  my  belief  that  an  adult  should  give 
his  heart  and  all  he  has  to  God ;  and  that 
every  christian  parent  does  this.  And  also, 
that  as  far  as  his  influence  can  avail  by  disci- 
pline, instruction,  example,  and  prayer,  and 
any  other  suitable  means,  he  should  set  them 
apart  to  be  holy  to  God.  And  further,  I  be- 
lieve, that  such  a  parent  ought  himself  to  re- 
ceive baptism,  the  outward  token  of  his  dedi- 
cation— a  seal  of  the  covenant. 

U.  Now  if  such  a  parent  is  to  receive  the 
sign  of  his  own  dedication  to  God,  and  if  in 
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heart  he  as  truly  devotes  his  children  as  him- 
self, is  it  not  rational  to  suppose  that  there  is 
some  instituted  sign  of  his  dedicating  them  to 
God  ?  And  ought  not  this  sign  to  be  put  upon 
these  dying  immortals  whom  their  parent  has 
actually  devoted  to  the  Lord?  Can  you  as- 
sign any  reason  why  it  ought  not  to  be '?  We 
may  then  presume  that  there  is  some  appoint- 
ed token  of  the  dedication  of  the  believer's 
children  to  God.  Baptism  is  the  sign  of  his 
own  dedication  ;  but  where  is  the  sign  of  his 
dedicating  his  children,  if  you  deny  them  bap- 
tism ?  Since  they  are  both  equally  dedicated 
to  the  Lord,  shall  he  receive  a  sign  of  it  and  not 
they  ?  The  apostles  did  put  the  sign  of  dedi- 
cation upon  the  zmbaptized,  and  believing  pa- 
rent, and  also  upon  his  household — as  much 
upon  one  as  the  other.  But  we  will  defer  a 
further  discussion  of  this  subject  to  a  future 
time. 
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PART   II. 

Baptism  a  Token  of  Dedication, 

I.  We  have  discoursed  on  baptism  as  a 
token  of  dedication  to  God  ;  but  is  it  not 
something  more  ?  Is  it  not  a  seal  of  faith — a 
sign  of  spiritual  cleansing — a  seal  or  token 
of  the  covenant? 

U.  If  we  dedicate  ourselves  to  God,  of  which 
baptism  is  the  outward  sign,  we  do  it  by  faith, 
and  this  faith  works  by  christian  love  and  pu- 
rifies the  heart,  and  brings  us  into  a  covenant 
relation  to  God.  The  first  actings  of  faith  on 
divine  things  form  the  commencement  of  sanc- 
tification  in  the  soul.  The  dedication  of  all 
we  have  and  are  to  God  is  the  whole  that  the 
gospel  requires— all  that  any  saint  by  the  grace 
of  God  has  ever  done.  So  then  if  baptism  be 
the  seal  of  faith;  a  sign  of  spiritual  cleansing; 
a  token  of  the  covenant ;  they  are  all  involved 
in  unreserved  dedication  to  God.  The  chris- 
tian parent  in  dedicating  his  children  to  God 
in  baptism,  does  not  express  his  belief  that 
they  are  actually  purged  from  sin,  but  his  de- 
sire, design  and  resolution  that  they,  no  less 
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than  himself,  shall  be  the  Lord's,  as  far  as  his 
faithful  efforts  can  succeed  :  while  he  recogniz- 
es their  sinfulness  and  their  need  of  sanctify- 
ing grace  and  of  salvation  through  the  blood  of 
atonement,  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  new 
covenant.  In  faith  he  brings  them  to  God  in 
Christ  for  his  blessing — to  be  circumcised  in 
heart,  and  trained  up  to  be  his  children  ;  the 
outward  sign  of  which  is  now,  water  baptism. 

Baptism  a  privilege  to  children. 

I.  But  do  we  not  deprive  our  children  of  a 
great  privilege  by  having  them  baptized  in  in- 
fancy 1 

U.  Of  what  privilege  do  you  conceive  we 
deprive  them,  my  dear  Sir. 

I.  That  of  dedicating  themselves  to  God. 

U.  I  am  persuaded  that  you  wholly  miscon- 
ceive on  this  point.  Self-dedication  is  one 
thing,  and  the  sign  of  dedication  is  another. 
That  our  children  may  be  led  to  dedicate  them- 
selves to  God  in  early  life,  is  one  object  of 
infant  baptism,  secured  through  the  parent's 
fidelity  to  his  vows  and  the  prayers  of  the 
church.  Upon  their  embracing  Christ,  they 
have  the  privilege  of  devoting  themselves  to 
him  all  their  future  days.     Because  their  pa- 
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rents  dedicated  them  to  God  is  no  bar  against 
their  dedicating  themselves.  Since  they  re- 
ceived the  sign  of  dedication,  I  do  not  perceive 
that  receiving  that  sign  again  would  be  any 
privilege  at  all ;  because  its  import  would  be 
the  same,  viz.  dedication  to  God.  The  signifi- 
cancy  of  it  is  the  same,  whether  received  in 
infancy  or  manhood.  If  they  have  the  thing 
signified  and  have  once  received  the  sign  of  that 
thing,  what  privilege  could  it  be  to  receive  it 
again  ?  The  same  objection  might  have  been 
urged  against  infant  circumcision.  The  objec- 
tion is  of  no  weight.  God  commanded  the 
token  of  the  covenant  to  be  put  upon  little 
children  as  well  as  adults.  Accordingly  Abra- 
ham, when  he  had  circumcised  himself,  cir- 
cumcised his  children  also,  in  obedience  to 
God's  command.  This  was  the  token  of  the 
covenant  of  grace,  which  could  not  be  repeat- 
ed, as  baptism  can ;  and  of  course  if  they  re- 
ceived the  token  in  infancy  which  was  requir- 
ed of  parents  in  duty  to  their  children,  they 
could  never  receive  it  again.  Now  do  you 
suppose  that  this  deprived  these  little  children 
of  Jewish  parents  of  a  great  privilege  ?  That 
they  were  deprived  of  a  right  in  not  being  left 
to  procure  circumcision  for  themselves  at  adult 
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age  ?  You  must  suppose  this  on  your  own 
principles.  But  is  it  a  privilege  to  grow  to 
manhood  and  not  be  dedicated  to  God  ?  Or  if 
really  dedicated  in  heart  by  the  parent,  why 
not  dedicated  in  form?  Why  not  give  the 
outward  sign  of  it  ? 

Suppose  Isaac  to  have  said,  when  arrived  to 
manhood,  "  I  wish  my  father  had  not  circum- 
cised me — he  has  robbed  me  of  a  great  privi- 
lege in  putting  upon  me  the  token  of  God's 
covenant  when  a  little  child. "  What  would 
you  say  to  this?  God  commanded  it  to  be 
done  as  a  duty,  an  honor,  a  'privilege,  and  a 
henejit — a  token  of  a  gracious  covenant  be- 
tween them  and  God.  Was  God  wrong  ? 
did  God  misjudge  in  respect  to  its  being  the 
parent's  duty,  and  the  child's  privilege  1  Did 
he  deprive  Isaac  of  a  great  privilege  by 
commanding  his  father  Abraham  to  dedicate 
him  to  the  Lord  in  putting  upon  him,  when  a 
child,  the  token  of  a  gracious  covenant  ?  You 
dare  not  say  it.  But  there  was  as  much  wrong, 
and  also  the  loss  of  as  great  a  privilege  to  Isaac 
in  receiving  circumcision  in  infancy,  as  to 
any  little  child  now,  who  receives  baptism ; 
since  circumcision  and  baptism  are  successive 
tokens  of  the  same  covenant.     The  truth  is, 
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those,  who  in  childhood  are  dedicated  to  God 
by  believing  parents  in  the  token  of  the  cove- 
nant, instead  of  losing,  do  actually  enjoy,  a 
great  privilege,  of  which  others  are  destitute, 
and  of  which,  it  appears  to  me,  you  are  denying 
your  offspring.  It  was  so  considered  in  an- 
cient times.  God  so  represented  it  to  Israel, 
and  it  should  be  so  considered  now. 

To  state  the  matter  plainer  :  God  required 
Abraham's  infant  seed  to  be  dedicated  to  him 
in  the  token  of  the  covenant.  Did  he,  in  this, 
make  a  grand  mistake  ;  and  rob  them  of  a  pri- 
vilege, instead  of  conferring  one  upon  them  as 
he  intended,  and  as  he  has  so  represented  in 
his  word  ? 

Infant  Baptism  of  as  much  use  as  adult  Bap- 
tism. 

I.  I  desire  to  be  informed  what  benefit  it  is 
to  children  to  be  baptized,  although  they  be 
offered  by  believing  'parents? 

U.  What  benefit  is  it  to  an  adult  to  receive 
baptism  ?  If  he  be  in  his  sins,  it  does  not 
sanctify  and  save  his  soul  ;  and  if  a  sincere 
believer,  what  good  does  it  do  ?  He  is  justi- 
fied and  saved  not  by  water  baptism,  but 
through  what  is  signified  by  baptism,  viz.  his 
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faith  in  a  crucified  Savior,  in  which  he  devotes 
himself  to  God.  Baptism  is  not  his  dedication 
to  God,  nor  is  it  the  renovation  of  his  heart ; 
but  only  the  instituted  and  outward  sign  of  this 
dedication.  And  if  so,  what  good  does  it  do  ? 
Does  it  make  him  any  more  holy,  or  give  him  a 
more  sure  title  to  eternal  life  1  You  are  not 
so  extravagant  in  your  estimation  of  water 
baptism,  as  to  suppose  that  when  believers  re- 
ceive it,  new  glory  spreads  over  their  outward 
persons,  and  their  faces  shine  like  that  of  Mo- 
ses when  coming  from  the  mount? 

I.  I  have  no  such  notion ;  but  when  a  per- 
son has  given  himself  to  God  it  is  proper  that 
he  should  receive  a  sign  of  his  dedication. 
And  by  conforming  to  the  orders  of  Christ's 
house,  and  separating  from  the  world  to  serve 
the  Lord,  he  may  expect  more  peace  and  con- 
solation than  by  remaining  without  this  sign 
and  a  public  profession  of  his  love  to  the  Savior. 
Christ  has  commanded  him  to  do  it,  and  he 
cannot  expect  peace  of  mind  in  neglecting 
commanded  duty. 

U.  All  this  is  correct.  And  having  the  ex- 
ample of  the  Apostles  to  justify  us,  as  I  have 
shown,  in  putting  upon  our  children  the  sign 
of  that  dedication  we  actually  make  of  them 
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to  God ;  and  since  it  is  as  rational  that  our 
children  should  receive  a  visible  token  of  their 
dedication,  as  that  we  should  of  our  own  ;  then 
the  same  benefit  results  from  Infant  bap- 
tism as  from  Adult  baptism.  And  many  pious 
parents  find  great  satisfaction  and  fresh  evi- 
dence of  piety  in  giving  back  their  children  to 
God  in  baptism  and  putting  upon  them  the  to- 
ken of  their  own  dedication  and  that  of  their 
households.  The  language  of  the  transaction 
is, s  We  and  our  children  shall  be  the  Lord's/ 
It  is  certainly  so ;  and  I  would  refer  you  to 
parents  who  have  felt  all  this ;  and  rejoiced  to 
signify  that  they  and  their  houses  would  serve 
the  Lord.  So  that  infant  baptism  is  of  as  much 
use  in  the  church  as  adult  baptism,  and  in  the 
same  way. 

I.  But  does  not  the  believing  adult,  who  is 
baptized,  according  to  St.  Paul's  argument  in 
the  vi.  of  Rom.  feel  an  obligation  arising  from 
his  baptism  to  die  to  sin  and  will  live  more  de- 
voted to  God? 

U.  I  think  he  does ;  and  do  you  not  suppose 
that  the  believing  parent  who  has  dedicated  his 
household  to  God  in  baptism,  will  feel  a  great- 
er obligation  to  train  them  up  for  heaven  ac- 
cording to  his  vows,  when  he  thus  sets  them 
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apart  for  God  ?  If  so,  then  here  again  you  see 
the  same  benefit  arising  from  infant  baptism  as 
from  adult  baptism.  And  we  are  nofrto  forget, 
that  infant  baptism  we  recognize  the  aposta- 
cy  of  our  children  from  God  and  the  necessity 
of  their  being  born  of  the  spirit. 

Unfaithfulness  of  Parents. 

I.  But  are  all  parents  who  give  their  chil- 
dren to  God  in  baptism  more  faithful  than 
some  who  do  not  ? 

U.  No.  But  the  unfaithfulness  of  some  who 
do,  is  no  more  evidence  that  it  is  no  benefit, 
than  the  unfaithfulness  of  some  baptized  adults, 
proves  that  adult  baptism  is  of  no  benefit.  The 
negligence  of  some  who  dedicate  their  children 
in  baptism  is  much  to  be  lamented,  and  has 
prejudiced  the  minds  of  many  against  infant 
baptism.  The  perversion  of  this  ordinance  by 
the  Roman  Catholics,  many  of  the  Church  of 
England,  and  some  of  our  own  denomination, 
has  induced  many  to  oppose  it.  Had  it  not 
been  for  this,  I  believe  that  but  few,  if  any, 
would  have  denied  or  neglected  infant  baptism. 

I.  Has  not  God  frowned  upon  the  churches 
which  have  practiced  it  by  withholding  his 
Spirit? 


FAMILIAR    CONVERSATION.  29 

U.  I  have  not  thought  so.  The  Baptists  have 
some  revivals  and  so  have  ice  :  and  I  presume 
we  have  quite  as  many  in  proportion  to  num- 
bers. I  have  sometimes  thought  that  God  has 
given  tokens  of  his  approbation  of  infant  bap- 
tism, especially  when  almost  all  the  converts 
in  revivals  are  from  amongst  persons  baptized 
in  childhood.  "  As  fruits  of  a  revival  in  Fran- 
cistown,  in  1812,  79  were  added  to  the  church  ; 
75  of  this  number  were  baptized  on  the  faith 
of  their  parents  in  early  life."  In  another 
place  fifty  professed  religion.  All  but  one  had 
been  devoted  to  God  in  baptism  by  their  pa^ 
rents.  At  least,  this  does  not  look  like  a  mark 
of  God's  displeasure  upon  infant  baptism. 

It  appears  to  me  that  we  ought  not  to  ne- 
glect the  baptism  of  our  children,  even  allow- 
ing we  could  not  perceive  any  benefit  from  it. 
Abraham  was  directed  to  circumcise  his  house- 
hold :  and  perhaps  at  the  time,  he  did  not 
understand  what  would  be  the  benefit ;  and  to 
offer  Isaac  his  son  in  sacrifice  without  know- 
ing the  reason  of  the  command.  But  on  this 
account,  he  could  not  be  justified  in  neglecting 
to  do  it.  Is  it  not  sufficient  that  God  com- 
mands us  to  do  a  particular  thing,  without  as- 
signing reasons  for  it  ? 
3* 
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I.  Certainly  we  ought  to  repose  confidence 
in  God  as  righteous  and  wise,  and  obey  in  all 
things.  But  where  is  the  command  of  God  to 
baptize  our  children  ?  An  answer  to  this 
question,  I  shall  expect  at  our  next  interview. 
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PART  III. 

I.  In  our  last  interview,  I  requested  you  to 
point  me  to  some  command  of  God  requiring 
us  to  baptize  our  children. 

Apostolic  Example. 

U.  I  remember  it.  But  supposing  we  have 
the  example  of  an  inspired  Apostle,  would  it 
not  amount  to  nearly  the  same  thing  1 

I.  Certainly  ;  it  would  amount  to  a  virtual 
precept.  Whether  we  are  expressly  required 
to  dedicate  our  children  to  God,  or  the  Apos- 
tles did  actually  baptize  the  children  of  believ- 
ing parents,  it  is  one  and  the  same* thing. 

U.  I  think,  Sir,  that  I  have  made  it  next  to 
certain,  that  the  Apostles  did  baptize  the  chil- 
dren of  believers — there  are  twenty-four  degrees 
of  evidence  that  they  did,  to  one,  that  they  did 
not.  I  have  also  shown  the  Apostles'  commis- 
sion from  Christ,  authorizing  them  to  do  it. 
And  the  christian  fathers  in  the  second  and 
third  centuries  testify  that  they  received  infant 
baptism  from  Christ  and  the  Apostles.  And  if 
I  have  done  this,  even  if  I  should  do  no  more, 
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I  think  it  would  be  hazardous  for  christians  to 
neglect  infant  baptism.  They  ought,  at  least, 
to  inquire  most  seriously,  whether  they  are  not 
neglecting  an  important  duty,  and  shutting  out 
their  children  from  a  privilege  to  which  they 
are  entitled. 

I.  I  should  be  pleased  to  hear  something 
more  about  the  commission  Christ  gave  his 
Apostles  before  his  ascension.  I  suppose  they 
were  sent  forth  as  missionaries  to  preach  the 
gospel  and  administer  its  ordinances.  Now 
what  were  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
went  forth  ?  It  does  not  seem  that  he  told 
them  any  thing  about  children,  whether  they 
should  baptize  them  or  not.  What  view  of  the 
matter  will  circumstances  existing  at  the  time, 
give  to  a  candid  inquirer? 

U.  This,  Sir,  is  an  important  question  ;  and 
I  am  willing  to  give  my  own  views  of  it. 
When  John,  the  forerunner  of  Christ,  appear- 
ed, baptism  was  no  new  thing.  "  Why  baptize 
est  thou  then,  if  thou  be  not  the  Christ,  nor 
Elias,  neither  that  prophet?''  The  priests  and 
Levites  who  ask  this  question  were  acquainted 
with  baptism.  They  did  not  inquire  what  it 
meant,  but  why  dost  thou  baptize.  And  well 
they  might  be  familiar  with  baptism;  for  Dr. 


FAMILIAR    CONVERSATION.  33 

Wall  observes,  and  Adam  Clarke,  and  many 
others  say  much  the  same,  "  Whenever  Gen- 
tiles were  proselyted  to  the  Jewish  religion, 
they  were  initiated  by  circumcision  and — bap- 
tism. They  were  all  baptized,  males  and  fe- 
males, adults  and  infants.  This  was  their 
constant  practice,  from  the  time  of  Moses  to 
that  of  our  Savior,  and  from  that  period  to  the 
present  day."  The  matter  then  stands  thus. 
The  Apostles  belonged  to  God's  visible  people, 
all  whose  children  were  circumcised,  and  who, 
when  any  of  the  Gentiles  were  converted  to 
their  religion,  both  circumcised  and  baptized 
both  parents  and  their  children.  When  Christ 
gave  these  men  their  commission  to  preach  the 
gospel  to  all  nations  and  baptize  them,  he  said 
nothing  about  little  children  one  way  or  the 
other.  What  would  they  do  ?  They  had  al- 
ways been  accustomed  to  circumcise  the  chil- 
dren of  their  own  nation  and  also  to  baptize 
the  children  of  the  Gentiles  who  embraced  their 
religion.  When  Jews  and  Gentiles  come  to 
he  converted  to  Christianity  under  their  preach- 
ing and  under  the  injunction  to  baptize  the 
nations  whom  they  taught — it  seems  to  me, 
that  they  would  not  neglect  the  little  children 
of  those  who  received  the  gospel.     If  they  did 
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not  baptize  them,  by  what  authority  was  this 
omission  ?  The  commission  Christ  gave  them, 
conferred  no  such  authority,  and  it  is  not  sup- 
posable  that  they  would  assume  the  responsibi- 
lity of  shutting  out  believers'  children  from  the 
token  of  the  covenant  to  which  they  had  al- 
ways been  admitted.  Children  had  this  privi- 
lege before  Christ's  death — in  his  commission 
to  his  Apostles  he  said  nothing  about  them, 
only  charged  them,  instead  of  circumcising, 
to  baptize  those  who  received  the  gospel.  You 
will  easily  determine  where  the  truth  lies. 

I.  There  is  some  plausibility  in  your  views ; 
and  I  perceive  that  they  will  go  to  strengthen 
the  opinion  that  the  Apostles  baptized  whole 
households  on  the  faith  of  the  parent.  If  your 
views  of  the  Apostles'  commission  received 
from  Jesus  Christ  be  correct,  this  must  have 
been  their  uniform  practice.  And  had  they 
neglected  the  children,  the  Jews,  most  of  whom 
were  enemies  of  the  gospel,  would  have  raised 
a  cry  against  them  more  serious  and  effectual, 
than  all  their  other  complaints  united.  They 
would  have  said,  *  You  are  neglecting  the  chih 
dren,  and  shutting  them  out  of  the  covenant 
and  its  blessings.'  But  we  have  no  intimation 
that  such  a  complaint  was  ever  made,  while  aK 
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most  every  other  charge  was  urged  against 
them. 

U.  This  consideration  is  of  no  small  weight. 
The  enemies  of  the  gospel  would  unquestiona- 
bly have  urged  against  the  Apostles  their  ne- 
glect of  little  children  as  a  grave  charge,  if 
they  had  shut  them  out  from  baptism* 

'  It  was  said  that  the  Apostles  were  missiona- 
ries. Now  suppose  that  our  Baptist  friends 
should  send  forth  a  company  of  missionaries  to 
the  heathen,  charged  to  preach  to  them  the  Gos- 
pel and  to  baptize  them  in  the  name  of  the  Fa- 
ther, Son  and  Holy  Ghost.  Would  they  baptize 
the  children  of  believers,  concerning  whom  no- 
thing had  been  said  1  Certainly  not  And 
why  1  Because  the  whole  body  of**  professed 
christians  who  sent  them  forth  never  baptize 
children.  But  let  my  denomination  send  forth 
missionaries  charged  to  preach  the  gospel  to 
the  heathen  and  to  baptize  them  ;  and  say  not 
a  word  about  children ;  and  to  whom  would 
they  administer  the  ordinance  of  baptism? 
Without  any  doubt,  to  believers  and  their  chil- 
dren. Why  ?  Because  the  whole  religious 
body  who  sent  them  forth  uniformly  practice 
infant  baptism. 

When  Jesus  Christ  sent  forth  his  Apostles  and 
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charged  them  to  teach  and  baptize  the  nations, 
and  said  not  a  word  about  children,  whether 
they  should  baptize  them  or  not,  what  would 
the  Apostles  do?  The  children  in  their 
nation  had  always  received  the  token  of  the 
covenant,  and  the  proselyted  heathen  with  their 
children  were  both  circumcised  and  baptized. 
And  now  would  not  the  Apostles  baptize 
the  children  of  believers,  unless  they  had  been 
directed  by  our  Lord  not  to  do  it  V  Most 
certainly  they  would.  If  Christ  had  meant 
that  they  should  neglect  the  children  of  believ- 
ers, and  not  baptize  them,  he  would  have  ex- 
pressed it  in  the  commission  he  gave  them. 
Since  children  of  the  visible  church  had  always 
received  the  token  of  the  covenant,  and  Christ 
did  not  direct  his  Apostles,  when  he  command- 
ed them  to  baptize,  to  deny  baptism  to  children, 
they  would  of  course  baptize  them,  and  must 
think  themselves  chargeable  with  an  inexcusa- 
ble omission  had  they  neglected  it.  All  the 
considerations  now  presented  must  satisfy  us 
that  we  have  the  example  of  the  Apostles  to 
justify  infant  baptism.  And  since  I  have  fur- 
nished an  Apostolic  example  of  baptizing  chil- 
dren on  the  faith  of  their  parents,  it  is  proper 
to  inquire  when,  where,  and  how  infant  baptism 
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was  brought  into  the   christian  church,  if  not 
practised  by  the  Apostles  1 

I.  This,  Sir,  is  a  very  proper  inquiry,  and 
such  as  deny  this  ordinance  to  the  children  of 
the  church  ought  certainly  to  be  able  and  willing 
to  show  not  only  when,  but  where  and  hoiv,  infant 
baptism  found  its  way  into  the  christian  church  ; 
especially,  if  they  cannot  prove  beyond  all  rea- 
sonable dispute,  that  the  Apostles  never  bap- 
tized children.  I  believe  it  is  conjectured  by 
many,  that  the  practice  is  a  relic  of  Popery, 
and  has  been  handed  down  by  tradition  to  the 
present  time,  But  -rather  than  assert  this,  I 
would  answer  your  question  by  proposing  ano- 
ther, viz.  When  and  where  did  the  Baptists 
originate,  if  the  Apostles  and  primitive  chris- 
tians were  not  Baptists  ? 

Origin  of  the  Baptists. 

U.  I  will  endeavor  to  answer  your  inquiry 
truly  and  candidly,  and  in  a  way  which  I  be- 
lieve will  be  satisfactory  to  all  the  candid  of 
"  your  own  denomination.  And  while  I  speak 
plainly  the  words  of  truth  and  soberness,  no 
reflections  will  intentionally  be  cast  upon  your 
denomination,  as  some  may  possibly  imagine, 
when  pressed  by  facts. 
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To  answer  your  question  then,  I  would  say7 
A  sect  sprang  up  about  the  year  1150,  who  de- 
nied infant  baptism  ;  but  soon  became  extinct. 
In  the  15th  century  a  small  body  of  professed 
christians  appeared  in  Europe  who  denied  bap- 
tism to  infants,  which  has  continued  to  this 
day,  and  grown  into  a  numerous  denomination, 
and  are  the  fathers  of  all  the  Baptists  now  in 
the  christian  world.  Here,  Sir,  is  the  time  and 
the  country  in  which  the  Baptists  originated. 
And  all  well  informed  persons  of  your  own  de- 
nomination, I  believe,  admit,  that  from  the 
year  400  to  1150  of  the  christian  era,  there 
were  none  who  did  not  practice  infant  baptism. 
For  750  years  then,  it  was  universally  practic- 
ed among  professed  christians,  and  no  one  pre- 
tended that  it  was  wrong.  Since  Popery,  as 
the  man  of  sin,  began  to  exist  some  time  after 
the  year  600,  and  infant  baptism  was  univer- 
sally practised  200  years  before,  it  could  not 
be  a  relic  of  Popery,  as  you  suggested — It  was 
not  of  papal  origin,  neither  did  it  spring  up  in 
the  dark  ages  as  the  child  of  ignorance. 

I.  All  you  say  may  be  true,  and  amply  sus- 
tained by  faithful  history,  and  still  it  does  not 
prove  but  what  infant  baptism  is  of  human  origin 
and  brought  into  the  church  by  erring  and 
misguided  men. 
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U.  If  infant  baptism  is  such  a  great  depar- 
ture from  christian  precepts  and  apostolic  ex- 
ample, as  some  suppose,  it  must  have  been  a 
groioing  thing  and  occupied  a  very  great  peri- 
od to  spread  through  all  the  churches,  so  that 
not  a  single  church  out  of  many  hundreds,  if 
not  thousands,  should  not  receive  it.  It  would 
be  a  very  marvelous  thing  indeed,  for  an  uni- 
versal change  to  takee  place  in  any  length  of 
time.  There  would  be  many,  after  all,  who 
would  not  fall  into  the  practice.  How  long,  in 
your  opinion,  would  it  take,  to  so  corrupt  all 
the  churches  which  the  Apostles  and  their  im- 
mediate successors  established  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  adult  baptism  only,  to  the  universal 
practice  of  infant  baptism  as  right,  important 
and  scriptural  ?  For  this  is  in  fact  the  state  of 
the  case,  according  to  your  views  of  the  sub- 
ject. If  the  Apostles  denied  infant  baptism, 
the  primitive  churches  denied  it,  and  they  must 
have  denied  it  as  long  as  the  Apostles  lived — 
therefore  till  the  close  of  the  first  century.  It 
is  also  admitted  on  all  hands,  I  believe,  that 
the  churches  universally  practiced  infant  bap- 
tism as  a  christian  duty  in  the  year  400.  How 
can  you  account  for  such  a  revolution  in  all 
the  churches  without  exception — a    universal 
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departure  from  apostolic  practice,  as  you  sup- 
pose ? 

I.  I  should  think  that  some,  at  least,  would 
have  remained  steadfast  in  the  Apostles'  doc- 
trine, and  that  all  the  churches  would  not  have 
fallen  into  such  an  error,  in  the  course  of  300 
years.  We  have  now  been  laboring  about  300 
years  to  convert  the  christian  world  from  infant 
baptism,  and  not  more  than  one  fifth,  or  one 
tenth  of  evangelical  christians,  nor  one  hun- 
dredth part  of  nominal  christians,  have  been 
persuaded  to  reject  it.  And  at  this  rate  it.  must 
be  some  thousand  years  before  we  can  expect 
wholly  to  root  it  out. 

I  know  it  devolves  upon  us  to  show  when 
and  where  infant  baptism  was  brought  into  the 
church,  if  it  be  a  corruption.  It  must  have 
been  during  the  three  hundred  years  between 
the  close  of  the  first  and  fourth  centuries. 
Could  I  show,  as  perhaps  I  might,  that  indi- 
viduals, during  this  period  objected  to  it  as 
unauthorized  by  scripture,  it  would  only  prove 
that  the  children  of  the  church  were  generally 
baptized.  I  am  not  sufficiently  acquainted 
with  the  history  of  the  church,  to  correctly 
perceive  how  this  matter  stands.  If  you  can 
furnish   any  authentic  records  on  this  subject, 
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I  should  like  to  hear  them.  I  believe  that  my 
denomination  do  not  have  much  to  do  with  the 
history  of  baptism. 

History  of  Infant  Baptism. 

U.  I  will  give  you  the  testimony  of  the  prin- 
cipal writers  who  lived  in  that  period.  This 
testimony  you  will  find  in  the  writings  of  Dr. 
Wall,  Henry,  and  Edwards. 

Irenoeus,  Origen  and  Cyprian. 

Irenceus,  one  of  the  Fathers  of  the  second 
century  and  who  was  a  disciple  of  St.  John, 
says  expressly,  '  that  the  church  learned  of  the 
Apostles  to  baptize  children  '  Origen,  a  dis- 
tinguished writer  in  the  third  century,  affirms 
that  '  the  custom  of  baptizing  infants  was  re- 
ceived from  Christ  and  the  Apostles.'  Cypri- 
an, bishop  of  Carthage,  was  the  president  of  a 
council  in  the  third  century,  embracing  sixty- 
six  bishops,  or  pastors,  who  unanimously  ex- 
pressed the  opinion,  "  That  the  baptism  of  in- 
funis  was  not  to  be  deferred  to  the  eighth  dayf 
but  might  be  given  to  them  any  time  before.'1 
The  question  was  not,  whether  infants  should 
receive  baptism  at  any  time,  for  this  was  not 
so  much  as  doubted,  but  whether  their  baptism 
4* 
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was  to  be  postponed  till  they  were  eight  days 
old,  as  circumcision  had  been.  This  not 
only  shows  that  infant  baptism  was  practiced 
very  extensively  in  the  churches,  but  was  con- 
sidered as  a  substitute  for  circumcision.  Such 
are  the  declarations  of  eminent  men  in  the 
church,  and  no  man  can  contradict  them,  and 
say  that  what  they  affirm  is  not  true.  It  will 
answer  no  purpose,  in  face  of  such  testimony, 
for  us  to  say,  that  the  Apostles  did  not  practice 
infant  baptism.  These  men  had  an  opportuni- 
ty to  ascertain  the  correctness  of  what  they 
affirmed,  and  their  writings  give  us  their  testi- 
mony. 

Pelzgius  and  Augustine. 

One  more  witness  respecting  infant  baptism, 
about  two  hundred  and  eighty  years  after  the 
Apostles,  will  be  sufficient.  Pelagius,  a  man 
of  celebrity  wrote  on  the  doctrine  of  original 
sin;  or  rather  against  it.  Augustine,  in  sup- 
port of  this  doctrine  urged  the  baptism  of  in- 
fant children.  "  Why  are  infants  baptized 
for  the  remission  of  sin  if  they  have  none  ? 
Infant  baptism  the  whole  church  practice  ;  it 
was  not  instituted  by  councils,  but  was  ever  in 
use.i}      Pelagius  in  reply;  instead  of  denying 
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infant  baptism,  as  it  would  have  made  for 
the  interest  of  his  argument  to  do,  affirmed  : 
"  That  he  never  heard  of  any,  not  even  of  the 
most  impious  heretic,  who  denied  baptism  to  in- 
fants" You  cannot  say  that  Pelagius  was  an 
ignorant  man — he  was  learned,  had  traveled 
extensively,  visiting  Rome,  Africa,  and  Asia, 
by  the  way  of  Egypt  and  Jerusalem,  and  there- 
fore knew  concerning  what  he  wrote.  And 
still  he  had  never  heard  of  any  one  that  denied 
infant  baptism.  How,  my  friend,  will  you  dis- 
pose of  such  testimony  as  this  1  How  can  you 
possibly  account  for  it,  if  infant  baptism  was 
not  generally,  I  might  say  universally,  practic- 
ed, in  the  third  century  1  And  even  in  the  sec- 
ond ?  Where  then  did  infant  baptism  origi- 
nate '/  All  well  informed  men,  of  almost  every 
denomination,  admit  that  it  was  universally 
practiced  in  the  close  of  the  4th  century.  Dr. 
Gill  himself,  one  of  the  ablest  Baptists,  says, 
*  that  infant  baptism  was  universally  practiced 
by  the  church  from  the  third  to  the  eleventh 
century.'  I  have  just  proved  by  incontestible 
evidence  that  it  was  practiced  through  the 
church  in  the  3rd  century,  and  even  as  early 
as  the  2nd.  And  now  where  did  infant  bap- 
tism originate  ? — Where,  I  demand,  unless  the 
Apostles  and  primitive  christians  baptized  in- 
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fants  ?  If  any  deny  infant  baptism,  no  one 
can  tell  whence  it  came,  unless  from  heaven; 
nor  how  it  found  its  way  into  all  the  churches 
at  a  time  when  the  people  knew  as  well,  what 
was  the  practice  of  the  Apostles,  as  we  do, 
what  was  the  practice  of  our  fore-fathers,  and 
Roger  Williams,  200  years  ago.  And  could 
it  have  been  introduced  and  so  rapidly  spread 
through  all  the  christian  world  directly  in  the 
face  of  apostolic  example,  when  that  example 
was  well  known  ?  I  need  not  tell  you,  or  any 
body  else,  that  this  is  too  much  for  a  candid 
man  to  believe.  You  and  I  then,  can  easily 
determine,  who  has  departed  from  the  institu* 
tion  of  Christ,  those  who  practice  or  those  who 
neglect,  infant  baptism. 

I.  You  then  suppose  that  we  have  departed 
from  the  order  of  Christ's  house. 

U.  I  verily  do,  and  can  truly  say,  that  I 
have  no  more  doubt  of  it,  than  of  the  truth  of 
the  bible ;  and  I  appeal  to  you,  or  any  other 
candid  person,  in  view  of  what  I  have  said, 
whether  there  is  any  reason  to  doubt  upon  this 
subject. 

I.  May  not  we  also  appeal  to  ancient  history  for 
the  early  denial  and  neglect  of  infant  baptism  ? 

U.  No,  Sir,  you  cannot.  You  cannot  pro- 
duce the  testimony  of  a  single  credible,  and 
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distinguished,  and  well-informed  historian,  or 
writer,  in  early  times,  to  the  general  neglect  of 
infant  baptism  in  the  primitive  churches.  You 
may  perhaps  find  historical  evidence  of  indivi- 
duals who  denied  the  right  of  infants  to  bap- 
tism, or  who  advised  to  postpone  it ;  but  not  that 
the  churches  as  a  body,  or  indeed,  a  single 
church,  in  the  first  centuries,  denied  baptism  to 
their  little  children.  Nor  is  there  evidence  that 
in  those  times,  this  matter  was  in  the  least  a 
subject  of  controversy.  Dr.  Wall  says,  '  that 
no  society  thought  or  practiced,  nor  any  indi- 
vidual said,  that  it  was  unlawful  to  baptize  in- 
fants, for  the  first  four  hundred  years  from  the 
christian  era.'  And  infant  baptism  continued 
universal  in  the  church  down  to  1150,  and 
nearly  so  to  1500. 

I.  Let  us  now  pass  from  the  history  of  in- 
fant baptism  to  the  consideration  of  the  divine 
precept  requiring  it  as  a  christian  duty,  which 
the  man  of  God  owes  his  children. 

U.  With  your  consent,  I  propose  to  defer 
the  consideration  of  this  subject  for  the  pre- 
sent. 
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PART    IV. 

U.  At  our  last  interviev  you  called  for  a  pre- 
cept for  infant  baptism,  and  now  by  a  few  in- 
quiries I  will  prepare  the  way  to  present  it. 
Do  you  suppose  that  there  is  any  covenant  ex- 
isting between  God  and  his  people  ? 

Covenants. 

I.  Yes.  We  read  of  anew,  and  also  of  an  old 
covenant — of  &  first  covenant  and  of  a  second. 
God  virtually  made  a  covenant  of  works  with 
our  first  parents.  He  made  a  covenant  with 
all  flesh  after  the  flood,  promising  to  drown 
the  earth  no  more,  and  appointed  the  bow  in 
the  cloud  to  be  a  token  of  this  covenant  to  the 
end  of  the  world.  A  covenant  too  did  God 
establish  with  Abraham,  the  token  of  which 
was  circumcision.  He  also  made  a  covenant 
with  Israel  at  Mount  Sinai.  Moses  speaks, 
Deut.  ix.  9,  of  the  tables  of  the  covenant  which 
the  Lord  made  with  the  tribes  of  Israel,  when 
ke  was  in  the  mount  forty  days  and  forty  nights. 
When  our  Lord  instituted  the  ordinance  of  the 
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Supper,  he  said  of  the  cup,  "  This  is  the  New 
Testament  (or  covenant)  in  my  blood,  which 
was  shed  for  you." 

U.  Where  and  what  is  the  covenant  which 
God  entered  into  with  his  own  children  ? 

Covenant  of  Grace. 

I.  It  is  a  covenant  of  Grace,  in  which  God 
engages  to  be  the  God  and  everlasting  portion 
of  his  people — a  covenant  between  God  and 
true  believers,  and  is  founded  upon  the  atoning 
blood  of  Christ,  which  is  therefore  called  the 
blood  of  the  covenant.  It  existed  between 
God  and  Abel,  God  and  Enoch,  Noah,  Abra- 
ham, and  all  the  saints. 

U.  Then  it  is  an  old  covenant — the  very 
first  covenant  that  God  established  with  any 
of  our  apostate  race.  And  if  such  an  old  cov- 
enant why  is  it  called  new  ? 

I.  Because  it  succeeds  the  old  broken  cove- 
nant of  works ;  and,  since  the  coming  of 
Christ,  is  set  forth  with  greater  clearness, 
spirituality,  extention  and  privileges. 

U.  And  may  you  not  add,  principally  be- 
cause of  its  perpetuity,  while  the  covenant 
made  with  Israel  at  Mount  Sinai  waxed  old,  be- 
ing ready  to  vanish  away,  when  Christ  came  to 
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shed  his  blood  ?  Though  established  with  the 
first  saint  it  would  never,  no  never,  wax  old  and 
cease  to  exist,  but  remain  an  everlasting  cove- 
nant; while  the  law  of  rites  and  *  sacrifices 
made  with  Israel,  was  done  away  as  soon  as 
Christ  had  set  up  his  kingdom  in  a  new  form 
to  embrace  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews. 

I.  Where  do  you  find  any  thing  of  this  sort 
in  the  bible  1 

New  Covenant. 

U.  In  Heb.  viii.  8,  9,  and  10.  "  Behold  the 
days  come,  saith  the  Lord,  when  I  will  make  a 
new  covenant  with  the  house  of  Israel,  and  with 
the  house  of  Judah  :  Not  according  to  the  cov- 
enant that  I  made  with  their  fathers,  in  the  day 
when  I  took  them  by  the  hand  to  lead  them  out 
of  the  land  of  Egypt :"  Then  the  Apostle  states 
the  covenant  of  Grace  :  "I  will  put  my  laws 
into  their  mind,  and  write  them  in  their  hearts  ; 
and  I  will  be  to  them  a  God,  and  they  shall 
be  to  me  a  people."  That  is,  through  God's 
gracious  influence  they  would  believe  and  obey 
the  gospel,  and  become  God's  people  and  he 
would  be  theirGod  and  portion.  This  we  are 
told  is  the  new  covenant  in  distinction  from 
the  Sinai  covenant.  "  In  that  he  saith,  a  new 
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covenant  he  hath  made,  the  first,  (or  the  Sinai 
covenant,)  old.  Now  that  which  decayeth,  or 
vvaxeth  old,  is  ready  to  vanish  away."  You 
perceive  that  the  covenant  God  made  with  Is- 
rael as  he  led  them  out  of  Egypt,  was  not  the 
covenant  of  grace,  which  existed  between  God 
and  the  first  saints,  and  still  this  Sinai  Covenant 
is  here  called  the  first  and  an  old  covenant,  be- 
cause it  was  then  to  be  done  away  :  While  that 
between  God  and  his  children  would  come  forth 
in  a  new  edition  and  be  perpetual ;  forever  new. 
Now  I  should  wish  to  have  your  views  of  the 
covenant  of  grace. 

I.  Well,  Sir,  I  conceive  that  it  is  proposed 
to  us  in  such  words  as  these,  "  He  that  believ- 
eth  shall  be  saved."  "  I  will  be  to  them  a  God, 
and  they  shall  be  to  me  a  people. "  "  Incline 
your  ear,  and  come  unto  me  :  hear  and  your 
soul  shall  live  ;  and  I  will  make  an  everlasting 
covenant  with  you."  Men  have  a  standing  in 
this  covenant  only  by  faith.  The  Jews  were 
broken  off  because  of  their  unbelief,  and  by 
faith  the  Gentiles  were  graffed  in.  So  that  all 
who  believe  come  within  the  scope  of  covenant 
promises,  while  all  unbelievers  are  excluded. 
The  sum  of  what  is  promised  to  believers  in 
this  covenant  is  all  that  is  implied  in  salvation. 
They  give  themselves  away  to  God,  to  live  and 
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act  for  him,  and  he  gives  back  himself  to 
them  as  their  God  and  portion  according  to  his 
promise. 

U.  We  perfectly  agree  in  our  views  on  this 
subject.  I  would  now  inquire  what  sort  of  a 
covenant  God  established  with  Abraham  1 

Covenant  made  with  Abraham. 

I.  The  covenant  of  circumcision,  which  se- 
cured to  him  a  numerous  seed  and  the  land 
of  Canaan  for  an  inheritance. 

U.  Were  these  the  chief  blessings  it  secur- 
ed, or  were  they  any  more  than  appendages  of 
the  principal  good  that  was  promised  ? 

1  think  you  will  be  convinced  that  the  Abra- 
hamic  covenant  was  the  covenant  of  grace,  if 
you  will  consider  the  following  things : 

1st.  Abraham  had  a  standing  in  this  covenant 
only  by  faith  :  e  He  believed  in  the  Lord  and 
it  was  accounted  unto  him  for  righteousness.' 

2  In  this  covenant  God  promised  to  be 
Abraham's  God,  which  secured  to  him  every 
blessing  he  could  desire. — No  covenant  could 
possibly  secure  more.  '  I  will  be  your  God, 
and  ye  shall  be  my  people.' 

3.  Abraham  is  called  '  the  Father  of  the 
faithful:'  evidently,  not  because  he  was  the 
first  believer,  for  he  was  not:  nor  because  he 
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was  the  most  eminent  believer,  for  this  is  doubt- 
ful ;  but  because  the  covenant  of  grace,  in 
which  all  believers,  whether  Jews  or  Gentiles, 
have  a  standing,  was  expressly  made  with  him, 
and  first  sealed  to  him.  All  believers  of  every 
nation  are  Abraham 's  seed — his  children — his 
numerous  and  promised  seed. 

4.  The  gospel,  which  contains  and  which 
proposes  the  covenant  of  grace  to  all  to  whom  it 
is  sent,  we  are  told,  was  preached  to  Abraham. 
"  So  then  they  which  be  of  faith  are  blessed 
with  faithful  Abraham." 

Gentile  believers,  Abraham's  seed. 

5.  It  is  written,  "  And  if  ye  be  Christ's,  then 
are  ye  Abraham's  seed,  and  heirs  according  to 
the  promise." — You  are  in  the  same  covenant 
and  have  in  substance  the  same  promises.  Be- 
lievers are  Christ's,  and  being  Christ's,  they 
are  Abraham's  children,  and  as  such  are  heirs 
to  the  same  rich  spiritual  blessings  which  were 
secured  to  him  by  covenant.  Though  not 
heirs  to  the  land  of  Canaan,  still  they  are  heirs 
to  the  heavenly  Canaan,  of  which  the  earthly 
was  a  type,  and  heirs  also  to  all  his  special 
privileges,  even  that  of  being,  together  with  their 
children,  in  covenant  with  God. 

I.  You  then  believe  the  covenant  of  circum- 
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cision  to  be  the  covenant  of  grace  which  God 
has  entered  into  with  all  believers — an  ever" 
lasting  covenant,  which  secures  to  them  the 
heavenly  Canaan  and  in  which  God  engages  to 
be  their  God  ? 

U.  Certainly  I  do.  And  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  reasons  just  mentioned  are  abundant- 
ly sufficient  to  prove  it.  And  now  will  you  al- 
low me  to  inquire  in  what  light  you  view  bap- 
tism ? 

I.  It  is  the  token  of  the  covenant  between 
God  and  his  people — a  seal  of  faith,  "  believe 
and  be  baptized."  That  which  is  signified  by 
water  baptism,  the  Apostle  styles,  "  The  an- 
swer of  a  good  conscience  towards  God," 
which  is  nothing  more  than  what  is  implied  in 
saving  faith,  in  the  exercise  of  which  a  person 
dedicates  himself  to  God  as  his  rightful  owner 
with  confidence  in  him  and  in  all  his  promises. 

U.  We  are  agreed.  You  know  that  the 
Apostle  says  of  circumcision,  that  it  is  "  a  seal 
of  the  righteousness  of  faith;"  and  when  it 
was  appointed  it  was  called,  "  a  token,"  or 
sign,  "  of  the  covenant  betwixt  me  and  you." 
You  perceive  then  that  circumcision  was  a  to- 
ken of  the  same  covenant,  of  which  baptism  is 
now  the  token  ;  and  that  it  was  a  seal  of  faith, 
5* 
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just  as  you  say  that  baptism  noio  is.  The  sig- 
nificancy  and  use  of  circumcision  and  baptism 
are  then  precisely  the  same,  except  that  the  first 
was  a  bloody  rite,  reminding  the  church  of  the 
blood  of  atonement ;  and  the  last  a  purifying 
rite,  in  reference  to  the  holy  influences  of  the 
Spirit  of  God.  And  now  I  would  inquire 
whether  God  did  not  command  Abraham  to 
put  the  token  of  this  covenant  upon  his  chil- 
dren and  household?  And  also,  whether  in 
obedience  to  this  command,  Abraham  did  not 
put  this  token  upon  himself,  upon  Ishmael  his 
son  at  the  age  of  13  years,  and  upon  Isaac,  at 
8  days  old,  and  also  upon  his  household  1 

I.  It  was  so  ;  be  the  conclusion  what  it  may. 

U.  Then,  Sir,  here  is  the  PRECEPT  for 
putting  the  TOKEN  of  the  covenant  of  grace 
upon  the  children  of  believers — the  token  of 
their  dedication  to  God. 

Precept  to  dedicate  our  children,  never  revoked. 

I.  But  by  what  authority  do  you  call  the  di- 
rection given  to  Abraham  to  circumcise  his 
children,  a  precept  to  baptize  ours  ? 

U.  Because  circumcision  and  baptism  are 
both  in  succession  tokens  of  the  same  cove^ 
nant,  in  the  same  churchy  and  of  the  same  es- 
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sential  significancy  :  And  the  precept  requir- 
ing believers  to  put  the  token  of  the  covenant 
upon  their  children  has  never  been  revoked. 
The  mere  change  of  the  form  of  the  token, 
which  was  directed  to  be  put  upon  children, 
does  not  suppose  a  change  of  the  subjects  of 
this  token,  without  express  authority,  either  by 
divine  precept,  or  by  a  proper  example. 

Change  of  subjects. 

I.  But  the  subjects  are  changed.  Circum- 
cision was  ordered  to  be  put  upon  males  only ; 
but  baptism  is  put  upon  persons  of  both  sexes 
indiscriminately. 

U.  True :  and  we  have  authority  for  this. 
Where  St.  Paul  is  treating  of  the  Abrahamic 
covenant  in  Gal.  chap.  iii.  and  is  showing  that 
the  privileges  of  the  church  are  even  enlarged 
under  the  new  dispensation,  he  states  that  now 
there  is  no  distinction  of  nations,  ranks,  or 
sexes :  "  There  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek, 
neither  bond  nor  free,  neither  male  nor  female ; 
for  ye  are  all  one  in  Christ  Jesus."  And  fur- 
ther, circumcision  was  an  ordinance  that  in 
its  very  nature  females  could  not  receive,  if  they 
would  ;  and  surely  this  is  a  sufficient  reason 
for  its  being  restricted  to  males.     Why  such  a 
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token  was  appointed  as  females  could  not  re~ 
ceive  is  not  for  us  to  say ;  Infinite  wisdom  saw 
a  reason  sufficient,  and  this  is  enough  for  us. 

I.  But  after  all,  does  it  not  seem  that,  al- 
though circumcision  and  baptism  signify  es- 
sentially the  same  thing,  that  children  have  no 
right  to  baptism,  without  an  express  command? 

U.  It  does  not  seem  so  to  me.  For  there 
25  an  express  command  to  put  the  token  of  the 
covenant  of  grace  upon  children,  which  has 
never  been  revoked.  This  token  at  the  time 
was  circumcision,  and  now  by  the  command  of 
Christ,  it  is  baptism,  both  of  the  same  essen- 
tial significancy,  and  successive  tokens  of  the- 
same  covenant,  in  the  same  church  ;  for  God 
never  had  but  one  church.  And  now  I  require 
an  express  revocation  of  the  precept,  directing 
us  to  put  the  token  of  the  covenant  upon  our 
children,  and  without  such  a  revocation  we 
must  do  it,— we  must  either  circumcise  or  bap- 
tize them — they  are  not  to  be  shut  out  from 
the  token  of  the  covenant,  whatever  that  token 
be,  without  such  revocation  of  the  precept ; 
and  no  man  can  produce  such  a  revocation,  or 
ever  pretended  to. 

Supposing  the  Legislature  of  the  state  should 
pass  a  law,  that   for  a  man  to  hold  real  estate, 
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he  and  all  his  male  children  should  receive  a 
certain  mark  in  their  hands.  After  a  course  of 
years,  it  is  thought  best  to  change  the  mark, 
and  that  in  future  it  should  be  put  in  the  fore- 
head, and  that  females  also  should  receive  it. 
Now  who  would  suppose  that  children  were  to 
be  excluded,  unless  it  was  expressly  enacted, 
that  children  should  not  receive  this  mark. 
And  now  you  must  produce  a  divine  command 
forbidding  us  to  put  the  token  of  the  covenant 
upon  our  children,  before  you  can  safely  dis- 
pense with  infant  baptism. 

With  respect  to  positive  precepts,  let  me  in- 
quire, where  your  precept  is  for  admitting  fe- 
males to  the  Lord's  supper  ? 

I.  We  indeed  admit  females  to  the  Lord's 
supper,  but  then  I  do  not  know  of  any  precept 
for  it.  When  Christ  said,  "  This  do  ye  in  re- 
membrance of  me,"  none  were  present,  but 
males.  Yet  we  have  the  example  of  primitive 
christians. 

U.  In  this  affair,  then,  you  can  get  along 
without  a  positive  precept,  and  admit  without 
any  scruple  the  whole  female  part  of  the  church 
to  the  table  of  Christ,  without  any  better 
authority,  than  we  have  to  baptize  our  chil- 
dren. Upon  the  very  same  principle  on  which 
you  exclude   the   children   of  believers  from 
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baptism,  you  ought  to  shut  out  all  females  from 
the  communion,  i.  e.  the  want  of  an  express 
precept  to  baptize  children.  And  let  me  ask 
what  day  of  the  week*  do  you  observe  as  holy 
time? 

I.  I  profess  to  keep  the  first  day  of  the  week, 
and  feel  myself  justified  by  the  uniform  exam- 
ple of  christians,  especially  in  primitive  times. 

U.  I  admit,  that  you  have  their  example, 
but  where  is  your  express  precept  for  this? 

I.  It  must  be  admitted  that  we  have  no  pre- 
cept for  it.  The  command  of  God  in  the  law 
enjoins  the  sanctification  of  the  Sabbath,  and 
mentions  the  seventh  day  of  the  week,  and  not 
the  first.  But  it  is  evident  that  Christ,  and 
the  Apostles  and  primitive  christians  put  es- 
pecial honor  upon  the  first  day  of  the  week, 
as  the  day  of  our  Lord's  resurrection.  I  now 
perceive  that  I  must  give  up  the  necessity  of 
having  an  express  precept  to  baptize  children  ; 
since  upon  this  principle,  I  shall  lose  the 
Christian  Sabbath  and  shut  from  the  Lord's 
table  more  than  half  the  saints  on  earth. 

You  are  sensible,  however,  that  the  Apos- 
tles are  very  silent  about  infant  baptism.  Why 
is  this,  if  £he  children  of  believers  are  to  be 
baptized  ? 
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U.  Because,  God  had  commanded  the  church 
once  for  all,  to  dedicate  their  children  to  him 
in  the  token  of  the  covenant.  The  main 
thing,  respecting  this  matter,  under  the  new 
dispensation  is  the  change  of  the  sign  of  the 
covenant,  and  not  of  the  subjects,  so  as  to  ex- 
clude the  children.  Therefore  where  we  read 
of  baptism,  we  principally  read  of  the  baptism 
of  christian  converts,  though  sometimes,  and 
evidently,  of  the  baptism  of  their  households. 
We  find  as  much  said  in  the  New  Testament 
about  infant  baptism  as  about  the  first-day  Sab- 
bath. We  could  not  expect  much  upon  either, 
since  the  Sabbath  and  the  dedication  of  the 
children  of  the  church  in  the  token  of  the  co- 
venant were  both  very  early  and  expressly  ap- 
pointed by  divine  authority,  and  never  disannull- 
ed. A  change  of  the  day  from  the  seventh  to  the 
first  of  the  week  would  not  destroy  the  Sabbath  ; 
nor  a  change  of  the  token  of  the  covenant,  any 
more  destroy  the  obligation  to  dedicate  our 
children  to  God,  in  putting  that  token  upon 
them. 

Circumcision  the  eighth  jday. 

I.  But  children  were  to  be  circumcised  the 
eighth  day  after  their  birth,  why  do  you  not  bap- 
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tize  your  children  at  that  age,  if  baptism  comes 
in  the  room  of  circumcision  ? 

U.  Because  there  was  early  made  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  clean  and  the  unclean.  The 
mother  of  a  male  child  was  accounted  unclean 
until  the  eighth  day,  and  of  course  the  child 
would  be  so  considered,  and  therefore  not  a 
proper  thing  to  be  dedicated  to  the  Lord,  till 
eight  days  old.  This  is  the  reason  why  chil- 
dren were  not  sooner  presented  to  the  Lord 
in  circumcision.  But  if  for  any  reason,  it  had 
been  deferred  still  longer,  they  might  receive 
circumcision  at  any  age.  This  distinction  be- 
tween objects  as  clean  and  unclean  has  ceased. 

I.  But  was  not  circumcision  and  the  cove- 
nant of  which  it  was  the  token,  a  part  of  the 
ceremonial  law,  and  therefore  necessarily  ceas- 
ed with  that  dispensation  ? 

U.  Circumcision  was  required  of  the  Jews 
and  practiced  by  them,  until  the  introduction 
of  the  christian  dispensation,  when  it  ceased 
to  be  a  duty,  and  was  not  required  either  of 
Jewish  or  Gentile  believers,  because  Christ 
commissioned  his  Apostles  not  to  teach  and 
circumcise,  but  to  teach  and  baptize.  Circum- 
cision however,  was  no  part  of  the  Jewish  ritu- 
al, or  the  Mosaic  law,  any  more  than  the  Sab- 
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bath.  The  ritual  which  Moses  gave  to  the 
Jews  was  ordained  at  Mount  Sinai,  and  is 
called  a  covenant;  while  circumcision  was  in- 
stituted as  a  token  of  the  covenant  of  grace, 
established  and  first  sealed  to  Abraham,  430 
years  before.  And  the  Apostle  assures  us  that 
the  covenant  of  promise  made  with  Abraham 
and  sealed  by  circumcision  so  long  before, 
could  not  be  disannulled  by  the  giving  of  the 
ceremonial  law,  nor  be  affected  by  the  aboli- 
tion of  this  law.  It  was  perfectly  independent 
of  the  Mosaic  ritual.  You  will  then  perceive 
how  great  a  mistake  it  is,  to  consider  circumci- 
sion a  Mosaic  rite,  instead  of  the  divinely  ap- 
pointed token  of  an  everlasting  covenant,  in 
which  God's  visible  people  were  required  to 
dedicate  their  children  to  him. 

I.  But  does  not  the  consideration  that  some 
persons  who  received  circumcision  were  also 
baptized,  show  that  baptism  does  not  supply 
the  place  of  circumcision  ? 

U.  I  think  not.  This  matter  can  be  explain- 
ed to  your  entire  satisfaction.  It  could  not 
have  been  otherwise,  than  that  some  who  were 
circumcised  should  also  be  baptized,  unless  the 
Apostles  had  disregarded  the  direction  of  their 
master.  Just  look  at  the  circumstances  of  the 
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case.  A  new  dispensation  of  grace  was  to  be 
introduced,  and  a  new  token  of  this  covenant 
was  to  be  used  in  the  church  as  a  substitute 
for  circumcision.  Baptism,  the  new  token  of 
the  covenant,  must  be  begun  somewhere,  and 
the  Apostles  were  commanded  first  to  preach 
to  the  Jews  who  had  been  circumcised,  and  also 
to  baptize  all  who  received  Christ.  The  Jews 
being  their  first  converts,  the  same  persons 
who  had  received  circumcision  must  also  re- 
ceive baptism,  though  these  rites  are  of  the 
same  general  significancy.  So  that  unless  the 
Apostles  had  disobeyed  Christ  in  passing  by 
the  Jews  and  first  preaching  to  the  Gentiles, 
baptism  could  never  have  been  introduced  as  a 
substitute  for  circumcision.  Did  any  who  be- 
lieve that  both  ordinances  signify  the  same 
thing,  maintain  that  persons  ought  to  receive 
both,  it  would  indeed  be  very  inconsistent,  and 
your  argument  would  be  good. 

I.  Will  you  now  have  the  goodness  to  throw 
the  substance  of  your  argument  in  support  of 
infant  baptism  into  a  condensed  form,  that  I  may 
look  at  it,  and  see  the  whole  at  one  glance.  I 
can  better  judge  of  its  weight,  and  determine 
in  my  own  mind  whether  it  be  conclusive  by 
looking  at  it  in  a  narrow  compass. 
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Summary  of  the  argument. 

U.  I  will  do  it  with  pleasure ;  and  will  sum 
up  the  whole  in  the  following  brief  particulars. 

1.  Parents  can  enter  into  covenant  with  God 
for  their  infant  children.  This  they  did  in  the 
days  of  Moses  and  put  upon  them  the  token  of 
the  covenant. 

2.  Jesus  Christ  encouraged  believing  parents 
to  bring  their  infant  children  to  him,  that  he 
might  lay  his  hands  on  them  and  bless  them  ; 
and  rebuked  his  disciples  for  objecting  to  it. 
This  makes  it  evident  that  our  children  need 
Christ's  blessing  and  are  capable  of  receiving 
it  while  in  infancy. 

3.  Where  there  is  evidence  that  the  head  of 
the  family  only  became  a  true  believer,  the 
Apostles  baptized  the  whole  household.  The 
jailor,  Lydia,  and  Stephanus  are  instances  of 
the  kind. 

4.  The  Jews  never  objected  to  the  Apostles, 
or  to  Christianity,  because  the  children  of  the 
church  were  excluded  from  the  token  of  the 
covenant,  which  they  certainly  would  have 
done,  if  the  Apostles  had  not  practiced  infant 
baptism. 

5.  In  the  7th  chap,  of  the  1st  Cor.  the  Apos- 
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tie  teaches  us,  that  where  one  of  the  parents  is 
a  believer,  the  children  are  holy,  i.  e.  proper 
things  to  be  dedicated  to  the  Lord  in  the  token 
of  the  covenant. 

6.  The  believer  dedicates  himself  to  God, 
and  receives  the  token  of  his  dedication  in  the 
seal  of  the  covenant.  He  in  heart  as  truly 
dedicates  his  children  as  himself;  therefore 
should  they  receive  the  token  of  dedication  as 
well  as  the  parent. 

7.  It  is  a  privilege  for  the  children  of  be- 
lievers to  receive  the  token  of  the  covenant, 
and  it  conduces  to  their  personal  piety  and 
salvation.  For  pious  parents  who  have  pub- 
licly and  solemnly  set  apart  their  children  to 
be  the  Lord's  in  the  ordinance  of  baptism, 
will  feel  an  obligation  to  be  faithful  to  them, 
which  they  would  not  otherwise  feel.  The 
thought  will  rise  in  the  mind — "  These  chil- 
dren we  have  dedicated  to  God"  Children  that 
are  given  to  the  Lord  in  the  token  of  the  cove- 
nant are  the  special  subjects  of  the  church's 
prayers,  and  in  answer  to  these  prayers  may  be 
born  into  the  kingdom. 

8.  As  early  as  we  have  any  history  on  the 
subject,  the  practice  of  infant  baptism  was 
universal  in  the  church,  and  continued  univer- 


FAMILIAR    CONVERSATION.  65 

sal,  till  the  middle  of  the  twelfth  century,  and 
almost  universal  for  many  hundred  years  after  ; 
while  the  christian  fathers  in  the  second,  third, 
and  fourth  centuries,  whose  writings  have  come 
down  to  us,  unitedly  and  expressly  say,  that 
they  '  received  infant  baptism  from  Christ  and 
his  Apostles.' 

9.  We  can  show  where  and  when  that  deno- 
mination of  christians  originated  who  refuse 
baptism  to  their  children,  viz.  in  Europe,  ele- 
ven hundred  years  after  Christ ;  while  no  one 
can  tell  where  infant  baptism  began,  unless  it 
was  practiced  by  the  Apostles. 

10.  When  the  covenant  of  grace,  which  was 
to  be  perpetual,  was  established  with  Abraham 
and  sealed  by  a  visible  token,  he  was  com- 
manded to  put  the  token  upon  his  seed,  and  this 
command  has  never  been  revoked,  and  is  there- 
Fore  binding  upon  believers  at  this  day.  The 
change  of  the  form  of  the  token  does  not  re- 
voke the  divine  command,  or  affect  the  obliga- 
tion God  laid  upon  his  church,  to  put  the  to- 
ken of  the  covenant  upon  their  children. 
Since  the  children  of  the  church  were  once  in- 
cluded in  the  covenant,  and  received  the  token 
of  it,  we  have  no  right  to  .exclude  them  with- 
out an  express  command  from  God. 

6* 
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11.  All  serious  objections  urged  against  in- 
fant baptism  lie  with  their  whole  weight  against 
infant  circumcision,  which  God,  under  a  for- 
mer dispensation,  appointed  to  be  a  token  of 
the  covenant,  and  expressly  commanded  his^ 
people  to  practice  it. 

Having  given  you  a  summary  of  the  argu~. 
ment  in  favor  of  infant  baptism ;  I  wish  you^ 
would  now  give  me  the  substance  of  all  your 
objections  against  it. 

L  I  am  willing  to  comply  with  your  request, 
provided  you  will  try  to  obviate  these  objec- 
tions as  we  pass  along.  It  is  desirable  to 
know  how  far  they  go  to  disprove  infant  bap-> 
tism.  The  principal  objections  which  occur 
to  my  mind  are  the  following. 

1.  We  have  no  express  command  to  baptize 
our  children.  Ans.  The  church  have  an  ex- 
press command  to  put  the  token  of  the  covenant 
upon  their  children  which  has  never  been  re- 
voked. And  further,  you  have  no  express 
command  to  admit  females  to  the  Lord's  Sup- 
per ;  and  if  for  the  want  of  such  command 
you  -exclude  children  from  baptism,  for  the 
same  reason  you  should  exclude  females  from 
Christ's  table. 

2.  The  command  of  Christ  is  "  Believe  and 
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be  baptized."  Ans.  Christ  never  gave  such  a 
.command.  But  if  he  had,  all  agree  that  it  has 
no  relation  to  children,  and  of  course  proves 
nothing  about  infant  baptism.  As  a  believer, 
Abraham  received  circumcision,  a  seal  of  his 
faith ;  and  yet  in  obedience  to  God,  he  cir- 
cumcised his  children,  though  as  faithless  as 
sour  own. 

3.  To  offer  such  polluted  creatures  as  our 
depraved  children  in  an  ordinance  so  sacred  as 
baptism,  must  be  offensive  to  God.  Ans.  Any 
more  offensive  than  in  hear$  to  dedicate  them 
to  his  holy  majesty ;  which  you  say  ought  to 
be  done  1 

4.  We  have  no  account  that  the  Apostles 
baptized  little  children.  Ans.  But  we  have  an 
account  of  several  instances  in  which  they  bap- 
tized whole  households,  where  the  head  only  is 
said  to  have  been  converted.  It  is  yours  to 
prove  that  there  were  no  children  in  these  fam- 
ilies. There  are  eight  chances  to  one  that 
there  were  children  in  each  of  them. 

5.  By  infant  baptism  we  deprive  our  chil- 
dren of  the  privilege  of  being  baptized  at  their 
own  request.  Ans.  Then  you  must  believe 
that  God  wronged  Isaac  of  a  like  privilege  in 
'"Commanding  his  father  to  circumcise  him  when 

^an  infant.     Do  you  believe  it  ? 
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U.  Having  discussed  this  subject  in  a  friend* 
Jy  and  candid  manner,  I  trust  that  we  shall  se- 
parate in  a  state  of  kind  feeling.  Should  we 
meet  again,  perhaps  we  may  discuss  some  oth- 
er subject  of  equal  importance  to  our  mutual 
edification.  And  whatever  may  be  the  state  of 
the  christian  public,  I  hope  that  you  and  I 
may  for  the  future  be  more  of  one  mind  and 
altogether  of  one  spirit,  so  that  we  may  meet 
at  the  same  table  of  the  only  Lord  and  Savior 
Jesus  Christ. 

I,  You  then  have  no  serious  objections  to 
commune  with  those  who  do  not  practice  in- 
fant baptism. 

U.  No !  I  perceive  no  sufficient  reason  for 
excluding  them  from  christian  communion,  or, 
indeed,  from  the  church  to  which  I  belong. 
They  believe  the  same  grand  doctrines  of  the 
gospel  that  I  do,  and  many  of  them  are  good 
and  exemplary  christians.  Christ  has  taught 
us  that  all  that  believe  in  him  are  one  body. 
And  if  so,  who  am  I,  that  I  should  exclude  de- 
voted christians  from  my  communion,  merely 
because  of  a  difference  in  our  views,  upon  the 
subject  of  water  baptism  ?  I  cannot  think  it 
my  duty  to  lift  my  hand  to  shut  them  from  the 
table  of  the  Lord.     Were  Christ  on  earth,  I 
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believe  he  would  rebuke  me  for  such  an  act. 
And  how  unchristian  and  inconsistent  it  ap- 
pears for  real  christians,  husband  and  wife  for 
instance,  both  going  straight  to  heaven,  and  yet 
will  not  consent  to  belong  to  the  same  church, 
nor  even  meet  together  at  the  Lord's  table  on 
earth,  for  no  reason  more  sufficient  than  a  dif- 
ference in  views  upon  the  time  and  mode  of 
applying  water  in  baptism. 

I.  You  know  that  one  thinks  the  other  has 
not  been  baptized  in  the  right  way ;  and  shall 
we  commune  with,  or  admit  into  our  churches, 
unbaptized  persons  ? 

U.  But  who  is  to  determine  for  an  individu- 
al whether  he  has  been  baptized  1  Must  not  he 
himself  have  a  voice  in  it  ?  If  not,  I  know  not 
who  is  to  have.  If  his  conscience,  when  pro- 
perly enlightened,  is  satisfied,  certainly  mine 
ought  to  be.  If  a  person  be  satisfied  that  he 
has  received  christian  baptism,  though  baptiz- 
ed in  childhood,  and  in  either  mode,  it  seems 
to  be  more  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  gos- 
pel to  receive  him  as  a  baptized  christian  than 
to  exclude  him.  If  a  humble  believer,  Christ 
will  receive  him  as  an  object  of  his  love,  and 
admit  him  to  the  marriage  supper  ;  and  though 
rejected  by  a  portion  of  the  visible  church  be- 
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cause  he  was  not  baptized  just  in  their  way, 
yet  will  he  hear  from  the  mouth  of  the  Judge, 
Come,  thou  blessed  of  my  Father,  inherit  the 
kingdom  prepared  for  you  from  the  foundation 
of  the  world.  And  God  forbid,  that  because 
we  were  not  baptized  just  in  the  same  way,  I 
should  refuse  to  sit  with  him  at  the  table  of 
our  common  Savior.  It  seems  to  me  to  fur- 
nish occasion  for  reproach  to  christians  to 
raise  between  themselves  partition  walls  where 
there  is  no  radical  difference.  '  Let  us  then 
labor  to  keep  the  unity  of  the  spirit  in  the  bond 
of  peace  ;  .especially,  since  there  is  one  body, 
one  spirit,  one  hope  of  our  calling,  one  Lord, 
one  faith,  one  baptism,  one  God  and  Father  of 
all.' 
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